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1. This Office action is in response to applicant's amendment filed November 14, 2005, 
which amends the specification, amends claim 17 and cancels claim 18. The examiner notes that 
the correct status identifier for claim 17 as set forth in the November 14* amendment is 
"(Currently Amended)". 

Claim 17 is pending. 

2. The objection to the disclosure for informalities, as set forth in the Office action mailed 
July 13, 2005, is overcome by applicant's amendment filed November 14, 2005. 

The rejections of claim 18 as set forth in the July 13* Office action are rendered moot by 
claim cancellation. 

The rejection of claim 17 as anticipated by Friend et al. (US 5,698,048), as set forth in the 
July 13* Office action, is overcome by the November 14* amendment. 

3. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
written description requirement. The claim contains subject matter which was not described in 
the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventor, at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

Claim 17 has been amended to recite "the luminescence material has a Stern- Volmer 
luminescence quenching constant less than 100". The original disclosure does not provide 
support for this Stem- Volmer constant as related to the luminescence material. The original 
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disclosure describes Stem-Volmer constants as related to the charge transport and/or anti- 
quenching material. (For example, see page 6, line 20-p. 9, 1. 7 of the specification.) 

4. For purposes of the issues raised in the remainder of this Office action, claim 17 is 
interpreted as if the penultimate line recited —charge transport and/or anti-quenching material— 
instead of "luminescence material". 

5. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S. C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

The limitations imposed by the requirement that at least one charge transport material or 
anti-quenching material be selected based on degree of luminescence quenching as determined 
by (a)-(d) are indefinite. There are numerous luminescent materials, and the claims are not 
limited to any specific luminescent materials. There are numerous charge transport and/or anti- 
quenching materials, and the claims are not limited to any specific charge transport and/or anti- 
quenching materials. The degree of luminescence quenching exhibited by a first combination of 
specific charge transport and/or anti-quenching material and specific luminescent material will 
not necessarily be the same as the degree of luminescence quenching exhibited by a second 
(different) combination of specific charge transport and/or anti-quenching material and specific 
luminescent material. 
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The limitations are also indefinite because the first part of step (d) is subjective. What is 
"appropriate" for an electronic device used for a specific first purpose, is not necessarily 
"appropriate" for an electronic device used for a specific second (different) purpose. Also, 
different people may have different standards as to what is considered "appropriate" for an 
electronic device used for a specific purpose. The claim limits the Stem-Volmer luminescence 
quenching constant, but it is not clear if any device con5)rising a charge transport and/or anti- 
quenching material having a quenching constant less than 100 is considered to meet the 
requirement for a degree of quenching that is appropriate for the desired electronic device, or if 
the requirement for a degree of quenching that is appropriate is in addition to the requirement for 
a material having a quenching constant less than 100. 

The limitations imposed by the Stera-Volmer constant are also indefinite because the 
Stem-Volmer constant is not a constant with respect to a particular charge transport and/or anti- 
quenching material, per se. A particular charge transport and/or anti-quenching material may 
have a Stem-Volmer constant less than 100 with respect to one luminescent material while 
having a Stem-Volmer constant greater than 100 with respect to another luminescent material. 
The claimed device is not required to comprise the luminescent material that is utilized in 
determining the degree of luminescence quenching of the charge transport and/or anti-quenching 
material. 

In line 15 of claim 17, the phrase "electronic device of said charge transport and/or anti- 
quenching material" is grammatically confiising. 
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6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in pubhc use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

7. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Petrov et al. (WO 

02/02714 A2), 

Petrov et al. disclose organic Hght emitting electronic devices comprising an 
electroluminescent layer (photoactive layer), and a hole transport layer separate from the 
electroluminescent layer. The devices of the Comparative Sample and Samples 1-22 utilize 
MPMP for the hole transport layer. See pages 26-28 of the prior art. 

Petrov et al. do not teach selecting at least one charge transport material based on degree 
of luminescence quenching as determined by present (a)-(d), but the method by which the charge 
transport and/or anti-quenching material is selected places no positive limitations on the material 
or the device. Since Petrov et al. teach that MPMP is suitable for use in an electronic device 
comprising a luminescent material, any degree of luminescence quenching exhibited by MPMP 
is apparently "appropriate" for Petrov's device. 

Further, MPMP has a Stem-Volmer luminescence quenching constant of 1.6 as 
determined with the luminescent material identified as "Emitter 1" in the present specification. 
Present claim 17 does not require the claimed device to comprise the luminescent material used 
to determine degree of luminescence quenching of the charge transport and/or anti-quenching 
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material. Accordingly, the prior art devices meet the limitations of claim 17 since MPMP has a 
Stem-Volmer luminescence quenching constant less than 100 as determined with at least one 
luminescent material. 

Even if claim 17 did require the device to comprise the luminescent material used to 
determine degree of quenching, Petrov et al. would anticipate the claimed device because the 
devices of Petrov' s Samples 1,2, 14 and 15 utilize MPMP as the hole transport material and 
Compound 1-b as the luminescent material. Compound 1-b is the same as Emitter 1 of the 
present application. 

8. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Forrest et al. (US 
6,310,360 Bl). 

Forrest et al. disclose an organic light emitting electronic device comprising at least one 
charge transporting and/or anti-quenching material. As taught, for example, at column 7, line 
63-c. 8, 1. 52, the device may comprise a blocking layer made of an electron-transporting 
material that does not quench triplets (a type of luminescence) and/or may comprise a blocking 
layer made of a hole-transporting material that does not quench triplets. 

Forrest's deyice of Example 1 comprises a hole transport layer made of TPD, a 
luminescent (photoactive) layer comprising CBP, a blocking layer made of BCP and an electron 
transport layer made of Alqa. Since BCP is used for the blocking layer, and Forrest et al. teach 
the use of a material that does not quench triplets for the blocking layer, it is the examiner's 
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position that it is reasonable to expect that BCP is capable of exhibiting a Stem-Volmer 
luminescence quenching constant less than 100. 

9. Applicant's arguments filed November 14, 2005 have been folly considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

With respect to the rejection under 35 U.S. C. 112, second paragraph, the examiner 
maintains the position that the requirement that a charge transport and/or anti-quenching material 
be selected based on (a)-(d) renders claim 17 indefinite. The device of claim 17 is not required 
to comprise the luminescent material utilized in (a)-(d). Since Stem-Volmer constant is not a 
constant with respect to a particular charge transport and/or anti-quenching material, per se, a 
single charge transport and/or anti-quenching material may exhibit a Stem-Volmer constant of 
less than 100 when tested according to (a)-(c) with a first luminescent material, while exhibiting 
a Stem-Volmer constant of 100 or greater when tested according to (a)-(c) with a second 
luminescent material that is different fi*om the first luminescent material. 

With respect to the prior art rejections, the present claims are product-by-process claims. 
Product-by-process claims are not limited to the method steps recited, only to the structure 
implied by the steps. The only positive limitation added by (a)-(d) of present claim 17 is that at 
least one charge transport and/or anti-quenching material in a layer that is separate fi*om the 
photoactive layer of the claimed device must have a Stem-Volmer luminescence quenching 
constant less than 100 when tested with a luminescent material. No specific Umitation is placed 
on the composition of the luminescent material, and the luminescent material used in the test is 
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not required to be a conponent of the claimed device. Accordingly, any organic light emitting 
electronic device having the structure recited in the second and third lines of claim 17, and 
comprising at least one charge transport and/or anti-quenching material that has a Stem-Volmer 
luminescence quenching constant less than 100 when tested with a luminescent material 
according to (a)-(c), meets the claim limitations even if the device was not made by a process in 
which (a)-(c) were carried out. 

While Petrov et al. do not disclose carrying out (a)-(c), Petrov et al. disclose organic light 
emitting electronic devices having the structure recited in the second and third lines of claim 17, 
and comprising MPMP in the hole transport layer. MPMP has a Stem-Volmer luminescence 
quenching constant less than 100 when tested with the luminescent material identified as 
"Emitter 1" in the present specification and identified as Compound 1-b in Petrov' s disclosure. 
Thus, Petrov' s devices anticipate the presently claimed device. 

Regarding Forrest et al, Forrest teaches the use of a material for the blocking layer that 
does not quench triplets of a material in the luminescent layer (triplets in the host material, if a 
host material is present, or triplets in the emitting molecule if no host material is present). The 
material in the luminescent layer that has triplets that are not quenched by the material for the 
blocking layer meets the limitations of a luminescent material that can be used for (a)-(d) of 
present claim 17. Based on Forrest's teaching of a lack of quenching of triplets, it is the 
examiner's position that it is reasonable to expect that BCP (the material of the blocking layer) is 
capable of exhibiting a quenching constant less than 100. (The rejection based on Forrest et al. 
has been corrected to reflect that the patent is available as prior art under 35 U.S.C. 102(b).) 
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10. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, TfflS ACTION IS MADE FBVAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Marie R. Yamnitzky at 
telephone number (571) 272-1531. The examiner works a flexible schedule but can generally be 
reached at this number from 6:30 a.nL to 4:00 p.m. Monday, Tuesday, Thursday and Friday, and every 
other Wednesday from 6:30 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. 

The current fax number for all official faxes is (571) 273-8300. (Unofficial faxes to be sent 
directly to examiner Yamnitzky can be sent to (571) 273-1531.) 
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January 12, 2006 
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